JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.
of the social structure may engender violence (DeKeserdy, 1995; Smith, 1990; Stets, 1991; Straus et al., 1980) . These scholars also suggest that the privacy and isolation of modern households in the United States and cultural support for violence facilitate domestic assaults (Gelles & Straus, 1988) .
National survey results indicating that women are as likely as men to report engaging in assaults against spouses or partners (Straus & Gelles, 1986) fueled the theoretical and methodological debates. Feminist scholars offer a methodological critique of the use of large-scale surveys to research domestic violence. They argue that these methods ignore the context in which violence occurs and thus the issues of gender and power (Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, & Daly, 1992; Johnson, 1995; Straton, 1994) . Additionally, feminists contend that national survey data are biased by underreporting of male violence due to social desirability (Arias & Beach, 1987) . Sociologists who focus on sociodemographic and family system explanations and whom Johnson (1995) calls "family violence" researchers claim feminist scholars employ single-variable analyses that concentrate on patriarchy and ignore the impact of factors such as income, unemployment, and age, which may affect the perpetration of domestic assaults by women and men (Gelles, 1993; Gelles & Straus, 1988) .
Few studies have integrated structural theories of violence with feminist insights about gender and power (cf. Stark & Flitcraft, 1996) . However, a growing body of work on gender suggests that an adequate understanding of gender relations must entail concurrent analyses of power structures formed around race or ethnicity, social class, and sexuality (Connell, 1987; Segal, 1990 ). Many studies suggest that cultural constructions of masculinity and femininity are not monolithic. Rather, meanings of masculinity and femininity may differ among racial or ethnic groups (Majors & Billson, 1992 ) and working and professional classes (Connell, 1987; Messerschmidt, 1993) . For instance, some scholars suggest that middleclass professional men maintain power and control in their households through their control of economic resources, whereas these sources of power eroded for working-class men when women entered the labor force (Stark & Flitcraft, 1996) . Thus, the ways that gender matters in cases of domestic violence may be linked to racial or socioeconomic inequality.
Feminist scholars emphasize the interplay between cultural constructions of femininity and structural conditions in analyses of why women do not leave abusive relationships. Dominant notions of femininity emphasize nurturance; women attempt to "heal" abusive men through their love, understanding, and patience. Yet women also remain in abusive relationships because of their limited economic and social resources (Walker, 1984) . Much less attention has been paid to the ways that structural inequality and cultural constructions of gender interact in the perpetration of domestic assaults.
In this article, I draw on recent gender theory to suggest a theoretical integration of the family violence and feminist approaches. To assess this integrated theory, I examine the relationships among gender, sociodemographic factors, status resources, and domestic assaults in a large, nationally representative sample of married and cohabiting couples. Particular emphasis is placed on the relationships among gender, violence, and status incompatibilities between male and female partners.
FAMILY VIOLENCE AND RESOURCE PERSPECTIVES
Sociological studies of the sociodemographic correlates of domestic assault reveal higher rates of violence among younger, poorer, less educated, unmarried, African American, Hispanic, and urban couples (Gelles, 1993; Smith, 1990; Straus et al., 1980) . The links among domestic violence and education and non-White ethnicity, however, are inconsistent (Lupri, Grandin, & Brinkerhoff, 1994; Rosenberg & Fenley, 1991) . Recent work has examined the mechanisms through which this structural inequality influences domestic assaults. Some researchers suggest that sociodemographic factors influence violence through the greater stress or social isolation experienced by individuals of lower socioeconomic status or non-White ethnicity (Gelles, 1993; Lockhart, 1987) . Studies of social isolation find weak empirical support for the isolation hypothesis (Stets, 1991; Williams, 1992) . Other studies suggest a link between stress and domestic assaults . However, the causal order of this link has been difficult to establish because stress or social isolation could result from violence within a family relationship (Farrington, 1986; Reiss & Roth, 1993 In order to work toward an integrated sociological theory of domestic violence, it is important to analyze theories of domestic violence in relation to violence perpetrated by women and men. For instance, gender theory aside, the resource theory would suggest that women should be more violent than men within the home because they typically have fewer socioeconomic resources from which to achieve power, relative to male partners. By failing to specify the gender of victims and perpetrators, researchers neglect an analysis of how and why gender matters in spousal violence, although this is an area of intense theoretical debate among scholars of domestic violence (Dobash et al., 1992; Gelles, 1993; Johnson, 1995; Yllo, 1993) .
Additionally, past studies of resource theory are limited by a reliance on data collected from only one partner. Recent work suggests that reporting bias is prevalent in research on sensitive marital issues, such as domestic violence, and that male partners are more likely to underreport violence than female partners (Szinovacz & Egley, 1995) . Thus, data from only one partner may reflect a gendered reporting bias because "one partner data confuse gender differences in the reporting of violence with gender differences in the use of violence" (Szinovacz & Egley, 1995, p. 997).
VIOLENCE AND THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF

MASCULINITY
Although some domestic violence researchers have ignored gender in their approaches to intimate violence, some feminist scholars have failed to consider the ways that structures of power that are formed around factors other than gender (e.g., race, class) may be linked to domestic assaults (Yllo, 1993) . Recent theoretical work on gender provides the basis for a sociological theory of violence that integrates feminist, family violence, and resource perspectives. Arguing that gender is a situated accomplishment, several scholars propose that individual men and women actively construct gender through social practices designed to differentiate men from women (Connell, 1987; Segal, 1990; West & Zimmerman, 1987) . From this perspective, the sexual division of labor both inside and outside the household, the tendency for men to marry down and women to marry up, and the greater rewards accorded to men's work are means of producing gender (Connell, 1987; South & Spitze, 1994; Williams, 1995) . These social practices construct and maintain the notion that men and women are different and reinforce men's dominance in both a real (e.g., greater economic resources) and a symbolic fashion.
This gender perspective proposes that sociodemographic position influences how individuals do gender (Connell, 1987; Ferree, 1990; Segal, 1990; West & Fenstermaker, 1995) . Working-and lower-class masculinities, for instance, emphasize toughness and aggression (Messerschmidt, 1993) . Middle-class notions of masculinity focus on ambition, responsibility, and professional employment (Segal, 1990) . Because lower-class men often lack power and authority in their work environments, they may construct rigid, aggressive models of masculinity in the home (Gondolf, 1985; Messerschmidt, 1993) . Social class thus helps to determine the resources available to men for the construction of masculinity.
Within U.S. culture, it is considered natural and normal for a woman to have lower income and occupational prestige than her male partner, but a man's lower relative status is considered deviant. The cultural depiction of the husband as breadwinner has supported the greater rewards accorded to men in the workplace, legitimized male power within the family, and provided men with a resource for demonstrating their masculinity (Ferree, 1990; Stark & Flitcraft, 1996) . Previous studies have found that when a man's relative share of the couple's income increases, he is less likely to share housework with his female partner (Presser, 1994 Gender theory suggests that status incompatibility should be less important to women's perpetration of violence against male partners. Dominant gender constructions of femininity as passive, supportive, and nurturing may discourage women from employing violence as a means to gain power in their relationships (Campbell, 1993) . Because women have not relied on breadwinner status or on the use of violence to accomplish femininity, lack of income and educational status should not be associated with women's violent acts. An alternative hypothesis, however, is that women with lower relative resources may be more likely to report engaging in violence against male partners as a form of self-defense because they are less able than women with greater resources to leave a violent relationship. Previous research demonstrates that women frequently use violence within relationships as a means of selfdefense (Gelles & Straus, 1988 ; LanghinrichsenRohling, Neidig, & Thorn, 1995).
In viewing violence as means for doing masculinity, gender theory provides a basis for linking feminist insights about gender and power with family violence insights about the role of sociodemographic position in domestic violence. Gender theory proposes that violence is a resource for constructing masculinity, and thus the use of violence will have different meanings for women and men. Additionally, gender theory proposes that domestic violence will be affected by social processes that support men's societal dominance, such as cultural support for couplings in which men have greater resources than their female partners.
Previous studies find that age, race, marital status, and socioeconomic status are associated with domestic violence (Smith, 1990; . The integrated theory proposed here suggests that these elements of the structural environment may influence violence because they also influence resources for power within interpersonal relationships. Higher reported rates of violence among young, cohabiting, and nonWhite men with low levels of education and income may reflect their limited alternatives for demonstrating a masculine identity. When they have fewer status resources than their female partners, some men may rely on violence as a means of gaining power and establishing masculine difference.
In the present study, I examine competing hypotheses about the relationships among sociodemographic characteristics, status incompatibilities, and gender drawn from family violence, resource, and gender perspectives. Family violence researchers contend that violence is linked to sociodemographic position; individuals (both men and women) who occupy low status positions within the economic structure of society (e.g., non-White ethnicity, low levels of income and education) will be more likely to perpetrate violence. Resource theory suggests that individuals (both men and women) who have fewer socioeconomic resources compared with their partners will be more likely to perpetrate domestic violence as a means to gain power within the relationship. Integrating gender theory with the family violence and resource views suggests several alternative hypotheses: Men who have fewer socioeconomic resources compared with female partners will be more likely to perpetrate domestic assaults than men with resources equal to or greater than their female partners, but this pattern will not hold for women, for whom relative status resources will not be associated with violent acts. Additionally, the inclusion of status incompatibilities into models predicting domestic assaults will mediate the effects of African American and Hispanic status, age, cohabiting status, and socioeconomic status on domestic violence for male respondents because these factors influence resources for power within men's relationships with female partners.
DATA AND METHODS
The data analyzed for this study are drawn from the first wave of the National Survey of Families and Households ( Relative resources. In regression analyses, status differences between partners are often analyzed by calculating the ratio of husband's to wife's earnings or educational levels or the difference between partners' earnings or educational levels. However, these methods assume a linear relationship between status incompatibility and the dependent variable. In the present analysis, status incompatibility is measured by a series of dummy variables representing various types of income and educational status incompatibility to test for nonlinear effects. To create measures of income status incompatibility, I first constructed a ratio of the female partner's share of the couple's total personal earnings (woman's earnings/couple's earnings). I then divided the sample into five categories representing the levels of income status compatibility or incompatibility based on this ratio and created dummy variables for each category: (a) the woman earns much less income (ratio < .31), (b) the woman earns less income (ratio = .31-.45), (c) the woman earns levels of income similar to her male partner's income (ratio = .46-.54), (d) the woman earns more income (ratio = .55-.69), and (e) woman earns much more income (ratio > .69). Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations of the relative status categories for women and men. Seventy-three percent of male respondents are in a position of higher relative income In the sample of women, 12% occupy the two categories of high relative income status, 12% are in the homogenous income status category, and 76% of the women fall into a lower income status category than their male partners. These gender differences probably reflect both social proscriptions against couplings in which a woman is of higher status than her male partner and the general societal pattern of sex differences in earnings. If the resource theory applies to women, a large percentage (76%) of women should be at risk for perpetrating domestic assaults. However, I argue that low relative income status will not be associated with women's perpetration of violent acts due to gendered cultural meanings about resources within intimate relationships.
To create dummy variables representing possible combinations of educational status incompatibility, I constructed a ratio of the female partner's share of the couple's total years of education (woman's years of education/couple's years of education). Based on this ratio, I created five dummy variables representing the possible combinations of relative educational status: (a) the woman has much less education (ratio < .46), (b) the woman has less education (ratio = .46-.49), (c) the woman has the same years of education as her male partner (ratio = .50), (d) the woman has more education (ratio = .51-.54), and (e) the woman has much more education (ratio > .54). Because educational homogeneity is more common than income homogeneity in these data (e.g., male and female partners had identical years of education in 32% of the sample), the categories for educational status incompatibility are clustered more closely around the .50 ratio level than are those for income status incompatibility in order to ensure that each category contains a large enough number of cases for analyses. In the male sample, 36% of the respondents fall into the two dummy variable categories representing men's higher educational status than female partners, 31% fall into the two categories of low relative educational status, and 32% of the male sample is educationally homogenous with their wives or fe-male partners. The integration of resource and gender theories predicts that the 31% of the male sample possessing fewer educational resources than female partners will be at greater risk for domestic violence. In the female sample, 32% have higher educational status than male partners, 36% have lower educational status than male partners, and 33% are educationally homogenous with their male partners. In regression analyses, the homogenous personal income categories (e.g., income ratio = .46-.54) and the homogenous education category (education ratio = .50) are the excluded categories. 
RESULTS
Family violence researchers suggest that structural inequalities influence propensities for domestic violence. Resource theories of violence propose that individuals who have few resources compared with their partners may engage in domestic violence as a means to gain power within the relationship. An integration of gender theory with structural and resource views suggests that these factors may operate differently for men and women due to cultural constructions of masculinity and femininity. In Table 2 , I consider how sociodemographic variables and income and educational status incompatibilities are associated with domestic violence perpetrated by women and men. In Table  3 , I examine how reporting differences between partners affect the associations between structural and resource variables and domestic violence. Because the violence-dependent variable is dichotomous, I employ logistic regression analyses. Equations are estimated separately for women and men. However, before modeling violence separately for men and women, I first determined whether the models varied by gender (analyses not shown) by conducting a chi-square test of the difference between the full models and the full models with interaction terms (gender x covariates). The results indicated a significant difference in the model predicting the respondent's violence reported by either partner (X2 = 22.74, df(15), p < .09) and a significant difference in the model predicting the respondent's violence reported by both partners (X2 = 29.30, df(15), p < .01). The finding that the models operate differently for men and women is especially important because previous studies have not found gender differences when modeling other risk factors for violence (e.g., depression, alcohol use; see Stets, 1991) . These results suggest that although gender, per se, is not a significant predictor of violence in national data, risk factors for domestic assaults may differ by gender. Table 2 presents the logit coefficients for the regression of domestic violence reported by both partners and either partner on the sociodemographic and status incompatibility variables. In Model 1, I regress the dichotomous violence measure on the social structural variables. Model 2 adds the status incompatibility variables to examine the association between status incompatibility and violence and to analyze whether status incompatibility explains some of the effects of sociodemographic variables on the expected probability of violence.
Family Violence Perspective
As family violence scholars have argued, an individual's position within the structural environment influences propensities for domestic assaults. An examination of Model 1 of Table 2 for the male and female samples suggests that similar sociodemographic factors predict men's and women's perpetration of domestic assaults. African American, cohabiting, and younger men and women are more likely to engage in domestic violence than their White, married, and older counterparts. The strong relationships between age, race, and cohabiting relationships and violence replicate previous research findings (Stets, 1991; Williams, 1992) . The significant chi-square for the inclusion of sociodemographic variables in all models supports the family violence contention that structural characteristics influence violent behavior within families. Overall, however, sociodemographic variables appear to be better predictors of male violence than of female violence. African American and cohabiting men are at greater risk of perpetrating domestic assaults than are women in similar situations. Conversely, women of other races are significantly more likely than White women to perpetrate domestic violence, although this pattern does not hold for men. However, because a relatively small number of individuals reported domestic violence in the NSFH1, the results for race and cohabiting status must be interpreted with caution. Because nonWhite and cohabiting individuals make up small percentages of the total sample, these findings reflect results for a small number of violent individuals within each of these categories, and statistical reliability may be rather tenuous.
The finding of weak significance for the socioeconomic status variables in some models fails The next question addressed in Table 2 is whether status incompatibility variables help to explain some of the effects of sociodemographic characteristics on domestic violence. For both women and men, the inclusion of the status incompatibility variables only negligibly reduces the estimated effects of sociodemographic variables on violence. This suggests that status incompatibility is not a central mechanism through which race, education, age, and cohabiting status are associated with domestic violence. Contrary to expectations based on the integrated theory, the associations between age, race, and cohabiting status and men's violence cannot be explained by relative status resources.
In sum, the family violence perspective, the resource perspective, and the gender perspective each receive partial support. As past research demonstrates, sociodemographic factors play an important role in domestic violence (Gelles & Straus, 1988; Straus et al., 1980) . In particular, age, race, and cohabiting status are consistent correlates of domestic assaults perpetrated by women and men. Resource theory is supported by the strong inverse relationship between men's share of couples' earnings and men's perpetration of violent acts, but contradicted by the weaker and less consistent finding that higher levels of educational resources may be linked to more violence among men. Finally, the need to integrate gender theory with resource explanations of violence is supported by the finding that lower relative income status is associated with higher rates of male violence, whereas the opposite pattern exists for women.
CORRELATES OF PARTNER DISAGREEMENT ABOUT THE PERPETRATION OF VIOLENCE
Although in many respects a comparison of models of domestic violence reported by both partners and either partner in Table 2 would lead researchers to draw similar conclusions about the relationships between sociodemographic and resource variables and domestic violence, there are substantial differences across models in some cases that may be due to differential reporting by male and female partners (Szinovacz & Egley, 1995) . Table 3 examines cases in which one partner reports an incident of domestic violence during the past year and the other partner does not report such an occurrence in order to identify correlates of underreporting and in order to determine whether these differ by gender. The decision to consider these cases as underreporting rather than overreporting stems from past work that suggests that reporting domestic violence is linked to social desirability bias (Arias & Beach, 1987) . However, the possibility that these differences are due to one partner overreporting violence that did not occur cannot be refuted with the available NSFH1 data. Models of violence reported by both partners in Table 2 exclude violent acts reported by only one partner. Thus, these models may be biased due to systematic gender differences in underreporting, particularly if these differences are correlated with sociodemographic or status inconsistency variables. Correlates of reporting discrepancies are examined in Table 3 , which models cases in which only one partner reported acts of domestic violence in the year prior to the study.
A few significant sociodemographic correlates of female underreporting of domestic assaults emerge. Cohabiting women are less likely to underreport victimization by a male partner than are married women. This suggests that married women may respond to questions about marital violence in a socially desirable fashion. African Family violence researchers contend that aspects of the structural environment influence individual propensities for domestic assaults. Feminist scholars argue that domestic violence is rooted in gender and power and represents men's active attempts to maintain dominance and control over women. The findings presented here suggest that both of these explanations are valid. Elements of the structural environment-particularly age, race, cohabitation, and educational and income resources-are associated with domestic violence. These same structural characteristics, however, do not necessarily influence men's and women's violence in a similar fashion. Gender interacts with structures of race, marital status, and socioeconomic status to influence power within relationships and propensities for domestic violence.
Previous research on sociodemographic correlates of domestic violence generally has not addressed the role of cultural constructions of gender in domestic assaults. In many studies only male-perpetrated violence is examined, or violence within the relationship is analyzed without distinguishing male perpetration from female perpetration. The results of this study suggest that sociodemographic factors may differentially influence violence perpetrated by men and women. The central finding is that low relative income resources help us to understand men's perpetration of domestic violence but provide little insight into the question of why women engage in assaults against their male partners. These results suggest the need for a theoretical integration of feminist and family violence perspectives.
Why is low relative income status associated with men's violence more than women's perpetration of violent acts? Status relationships between men and women and the use of violence are not gender-neutral; they are influenced by cultural views about masculinity and femininity. Gender theorists argue that masculinity and femininity are not individual traits but relational social constructs created through social practice (Connell, 1987) . Moreover, gender theorists argue that the construction of a masculine identity is more difficult and uncertain than the construction of a feminine identity. Furthermore, adult men are more often concerned with creating gender difference than are adult women because they need to prove that they are not feminine in order to be considered real men (Chodorow, 1978; Segal, 1990) .
One way for men to differentiate from women is by obtaining higher levels of income, more education, and greater occupational prestige than the women in their lives. Indeed, middle-class men can rely on their professional employment and responsibility as providers to accomplish masculinity (Gerson, 1993; Segal, 1990 ). However, class and race stratification restrict some men's opportunities to live up to the provider model of manhood. Disenfranchised men then must rely on other social practices to construct a masculine image. Because it is so clearly associated with masculinity in American culture, violence is a social practice that enables men to express a masculine identity. For instance, previous research finds that gender differences in aggression appear only after children develop a sense of gender identity, when male children increase their aggressive acts, and female children start to inhibit their aggressive responses (Fagot, Leinbach, & Hagan, 1986) . The findings of the present study indicate that men's chances of perpetrating violence increase when they earn less income than their female partners. This suggests that violence is more likely among couples who deviate from the typically gendered configuration of the male as provider within couple relationships.
The findings for educational status incompatibility are less clear. The results suggest that men with higher educational resources than their female partners are more likely to perpetrate violent acts, a finding consistent with Horning, McCullough, and Sugimoto's (1981) results and in contrast to the resource view. However, the findings also suggest a curvilinear association between educational status incompatibility and violence perpetrated by men. One likely explanation is that when partners differ in educational levels, they are more likely to hold different expectations about decision making, housework, or intimacy. The relationship between education and domestic violence has been inconsistent in past studies and should be examined more closely in future research (Lupri et al., 1994) .
Although young, non-White, or cohabiting men may lack income and educational resources compared with their female partners, income and educational incompatibilities did not mediate the effects of race, cohabiting status, or age on men's domestic violence in the present study. Future research should focus on identifying characteristics that help to explain higher reported rates of domestic violence among individuals in these groups and on how the effects of these factors on violence may differ for men and women. For instance, among young, cohabiting couples, female partners may be more likely to challenge gendered patterns of domestic work and thus increase relationship conflict (Goldschneider & Waite, 1991 
